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TO THE COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS:

Applicant submits the following response, and respectfully requests reconsideration and
allowance of the application at an early date.

Claims 1-33 are pending in the application. In an Office Action mailed January 4, 2005,
Claims 1, 2, 5-13, 16-25, and 28-33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). Claims 3, 4, 14, 15,
26, and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). In view of the remarks that follow, applicant
respectfully submits that the application is in condition for allowance.

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)

Claims 1, 2, 5-13, 16-25,‘ and 28-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 334,937, issued to Comstock (hereinafter "Comstock").
Applicant respectfully disagrees with the foregoing rejections.

It is a well-settled axiom of patent law that in order to anticipate a claim, a reference must
teach each and every element of that claim. Each and every element of a claim must either be
expressly or inherently described in a prior art reference.! Thus, if every element of the claim is

not described or suggested by the reference, the claim cannot be rejected under 35 U.S.C.

1 Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631,2 U.S.P.Q.2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987).
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